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Since Superfund's inccption in 1980, the remedial and removal programs have found
that certain categories of sitcs have similar charactcristics, such as types of
contaminants present, types of disposal practices, or how environmental media are
alfected. Based on information acquired from evaluating and cleaning up these sitcs,
the Superfund program is undertaking an initiative to develop presumptive remedies
to accelerate future cleanups at these types of sites. The presumptive remedy
approach is onc tool of acceleration within thc Superfund Accclerated Cleanup
Model (SACM). N : ' Yo,

Presumptive remedies are preferred technologies for common categorics of sites, .
based on historical patterns of remedy selection and EPA’s scientific and
cnpincering evaluation of performance data on technology implementation. The
objective of the presumptive remedics initiative is to use the program’s past
expericnce (o streamline site investigation and speed up sclection of cleanup actions.
Over time presumptive remedies are expected to ensure consistency in remedy
sclection and reduce the cost and time required 1o clcan up similar types of sites,
Presumptive remedies are expected to be used at all appropriatc sitcs cxcept under
unusual site-specific circumstances.

This dircctive establishes containment as the presumptive remedy for CERCILA
municipal land(ills. The framework for the presumptive remedy for thesc sites is
presented in a streamlining manual entitled Conducting Remedial Investigations/
Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, February 1991 (OSWER
Directive 9355. 3-11). This directive highlights and emphasizes the importance of
certain streamlining principles related to the scoping (planning) stages of the

-remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) that were identified in the manual.

The dircctive also provides clarification of and additional guidance in the following
areas: (1) the level of detail appropriate for risk assessment of source arcas at
municipal land(ills and (2) the characterization of hot spots.

Superfund has conducted pilot projects at four municipal landfill sites' on the
National Priorities List (NPL) to cvaluate the effectivencss of the manual
Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Municipal
Landfill Sites (hereafier referrcd to as "the manual®) as a strcamlining to0o0] and as the
framework for the municipal land/(ill presumptive remedy. Consistent with the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (ox NCP),
EPA’s expectation was that containment technologies generally would be
appropriate for municipal landfill wastc because the volume and heterogeneity of the
waste generally make treatment impracticable. The results of the pilots support this
expectation and demonstrate that the manual is an effective tool for strcamlining the

http://www.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/resources/presump/clms.htm
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Since the manual's development, the expectation to contain wastes at municipal
landfills has cvolved into a presumptive remedy for these sites.2 Implementation of
the streamlining principles outlined in the manual at the four pilot sites helped to
highlight issucs requiring [urther clarification, such as the degrec to which risk
assessments can be streamlined for source arcas and the characterization and -
remediation of hot spots. The pilots also demonstrated the value of focusing
streamlining cfforts at the scoping stape, recognizing that the biggest savings in time
and money can be realized if streamlining is incorporated at the beginning of the
RV/FS process. Accordingly, this dircctive addresses those issucs identified during
the pilots and highlights strcamlining opportunities to be considered during the
scoping componcnt of the RI/FS.

Finally, while the primary focus of the municipal landfill manual is on strcamlining
the RI/FS, Superfund's goal under SACM is to accelerate the entire clean-up
process. Other guidance issued under the municipal landfill presumptive remedy
initiative identifics design data that may be collected during the RI/FS to strcamline
the overall response process for these sites (see Publication No. 9355.3-18FS,
Presumptive Remedies: CERCLA Landjfill Caps Data Collection Guide, to be

¢ published in October 1993).

"Municipal landfill sites typically contain a combination of principally municipal and to a lesser .
extent hazardous wastes. '

28ce EPA Publication 9203.1-021, SACM Bulletins, Presumptive Remedies for Municipal Landfill
Stres, April 1992, Vol. 1, No. 1, and February 1993, Vol. 2, No. 1, and SACM Bullclin Presumptive
Remedics, August 1992, Vol. 1, No. 3.

CONTAINMENT AS A PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY

Scction 300.430(a)(iii)(B) of the NCP contains the cxpectation that engineering
controls, such as containment, will be used for waste (hat poscs a rclatively low
long-icrm threat where treatment is impracticable. The preamble to the NCP
identifies municipal landfills as a type of site where treatment of the waste may be
impracticable because of the size and heterogeneity of the contents (55 FR 87({4)
Waste in CERCLA landfills usually is present in large volumes and is a
heterogeneous mixiure of municipal waste frequently co-disposed with industrial
and/or hazardous waste. Because trcatment usually is impracticable, EPA gencrally
considers containment to be the appropriate response action, or the "presumptive
remedy," for the source areas of municipal landfill sites.

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal landfill sites relates primarily to.
containment of the landfill mass and collection and/or treatment of Jandfi}l gas. In ,
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addition, measures to control landfill leachate, alfected pround water at the perimeter

ol the landfill, and/or upgradient ground-water that is causing saturation of the
land (ill mass may be implemented as part of the presumptive remedy.

The presumptive remedy does not address exposure pathways outside the source
arca (landfill), nor docs it include the long-term ground-water response action.
Additional RUT'S activities, including a risk assessment, will need to be performed,
as appropriate, to addrcss those exposure pathways outside the source arca. It is
oxpected that RI/FS activitics addressing exposure pathways outside the source
penerally will be conducted concurrently with the streamlined RUFS for the landfill

hup://www.cpa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/resources/presump/clms.htm
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' source presumplive remedy. A rcsponse action (or exposure pathways outside the
source (i any) may be sclected together with the presumptive remedy (thereby
devcloping a comprehensive site response), or as an operable unit separate from the
presumptive remedy.

Highlight 1 idcntifies the components of the presumptive remedy. Response actions
sclecled for individual sitcs will include only those components that arc necessary,
bascd on site-specific conditions.

The LPA (or State) site manager will 7 Tiighlight 1: Components of |
make the initial decision of whether a the Presumptive Remedy:
particular municipa} landfill site is Source Containments

suitable for the presumptive remedy | —

or whether a more comprehensive , ~

RI/FS is required. Generally, this o Landfill cap;

determination will depend on

whether the site is suitable for a o Source area ground-water contro! 10
strcamlined risk cvaluation, as contain plume;

described on page 4. The community,

statc, and potentially responsible e Lcachatc collcction and treatment;
parlies (PRDs) should be notified that .

a presumptive remedy is being « Landfill gas collection and tréatmcnt;
considered for the site before work and/or , P
%r}\\ the R}_/FS work plagkis i;\iti{{ned. ¢ . ‘ 0

The notification may take the form o PRI,

a fact shec-t, anotice in a local ¢ 2&2::;‘;2%? gg:tlrrgll:. (o supplement
newspaper, and/or a public mecting.
-Use of the presumptive remedy

eliminates the need for the initial identification and screening of altematives during
the feasibility study (FS). Section 300.430(e)(1) of the NCP statcs that, "... the lcad
agency shall include an alternatives screening step, when needed, (emphasis added)
to sclcct a reasonable number of altematives for detailcd analysis.”

EPA conducted an analysis of potentially availablc technologics for municipal
land(ills and found that ccrtain technologies are routinely and appropriately screened
out on the basis of effectivencss, feasibility, or cost (INCP Section 300.430(e)(7)).
(Sce Appendix A to this directive and "Feasibility Study Analysis for CERCLA
Municipal Landfills,” September 1993 available at EPA Headquarters and Regional
Offices.) Based on this analysis, the universe of alternatives that will be analyzed in
detail may be limited to the components of the containment remedy identified in
[lighlight 1, unless site-specific conditions dictate otherwise or alternatives are
considered that were not addressed in the FS analysis, The FS analysis document,
together with this directive, must be included in the administrative record for each
municipal landfill presumptive remedy site to support elimination of the initial
identification and screening of site-specific alternatives. Further detailed and
comprehensive supporting materials (¢.g., I'S reports included in analysis, technical
reports) can be provided by Headquarters, as needed.

those components identified in Highlight 1, potential alternatives that may cxist for
each comgoncm or combinations of components may be evaluated in the detailed
analysis. For example, one component of the presumptive remedy is source area
ground-watcr control. If appropriate, this component may be accomplished in a
number of ways, including pump and treat, slurry walls, etc. These potential

|

|

|

|

|

|

\

|

‘ While the universe of alternatives to address the landfill source will be limited to
\

1

|

| altcenatives may then be combined with other components of the presumptive
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remedy to develop a range of containment altcrnatives suitable for site-specific
conditions. Response alternaijves must then be evaluated in detail against the nine
criteria identified in SectionG00. f the NCP. The detailed analysis will
identify site-specific ARARs and p costs on the basis of the particular size

and volume of the Jand(ill.
he N, 200_430(e>(Q)
EARLY ACTION AT MUNICIPAL LANDFILLS

BEIA has identified the presumptive remedy site categorics as good candidates for
early action under SACM. At municipal Jandfills, the upfront knowledge that the
source area will be contained may facilitate such early actions as installation of a
landfill cap or a ground-water containment system. Depending on the circumstances,
carly actions may be accomplished using cither removal authority (c.g., non-time-
critical removal actions) or remedial authority, In some cases, it may be appropriate
for an Engincering Lvaluation/Cost Analysis to replace part or all of the RI/FS if the
source control componcnt will be a non-time-critical removal action. Some factors
may aflcct whether a specific response action would be better accomplished as a
removal or remedial action including the size of the action, the associated state cost
share, and/or the scopc of O&M. A discussion of these factors is contained in Early
Action and Long-term Action Under SACM - Interim Guidance, Publication No.
9203.1-057, December 1992,

SCOPING A STREAMLINED RI/FS UNDER THE PRESUMPTIVE
REMEDY FRAMEWORK

The goal of an RI/FS is to provide the information necessary to: (1) adequatcly
characterize the site; (2) define site dynamics; (3) define risks; and (4) develop the
responsc action. As discussed in the following sections, the process for achieving
each ol these goals can be streamlined for CERCILA municipal landfill sites because
of the upfront prcsumﬁtion that landfill contents will be contained. The strategy for
strcamlining each of thesc arcas should be developed carly (i.e., during the scoping
phasc of the RI/FS).

1. Characterizing the Site

The.use ol existing data is especially importans in conducting a sireamlined RI/FS
for municipal landfills. Characterization of a landfill's contents is not necessary or
appropriate for selecling a response action for these sitcs except in limited cases;
rather, existing data are used to determine whether the containment presumption is
appropriate. Subsequent sampling efforts should focus on characterizing arcas where
contaminant migration is suspected, such as leachate discharge areas or areas where
surface water runoff has caused erosion. Tt is important to note that the decision to
characterize hot spots should also be bascd on existing information, such as reliable
anccdotal information, documentation, and/or physical evidence.

In those limited cascs where no information is available for a site, it may not be
advisablc to initiate usc of the presumptive remedy until some data are collected. Vor
example, if there is extensive migration of contaminants from a site located in an
arca with several sources, it will be neccssary to have some information about the
land(ill source in order to make an association between on-site and off-sitc
contamination.

Sourccs of information of particular interest during scoping include records of
previous owncrship, state files, closure plans, ete., which may help to determine
types and sources of hazardous malerials present, In addition, a site visit is
appropriate for several rcasons, including the verification of existing data, the
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appropriate for several rcasons, including the verification of cxisting data, the
identification of exisling sitc rcmediation systems, and to visually characterize
wastes (c.g., leachatc sceps). Specific information to be collected is provided in
Scctions 2,1 through 2.4 of the municipal Jand(ill manual.

2. Defining Site Dynamics

The collected data are used to develop a conceptual site model, which is the key

P. 05
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component of a strcamlined RI/FS. The conceptual site model is an effective tool for

defining the site dynamics, strcamlining the risk cvaluation, and developing the
response action. Highlight 2 presents a generic conceptual site model for municipal

landfill. The model is developed before any RI field activitics arc conducted, and its

purpose is to aid in understanding and describing the sitc and to present hypotheses
regarding:

o ‘The suspected sources and types of contaminants present;
¢ Contaminant release and transport mechanisms;

¢ Ratc of contaminant relcasc and transport (where possible);

A

o Affected media;
o o . ;e. Tl e

o Known and potential routes of migration; and

o Known and potential human and environmental receptors.

Alter the data are evaluated and a site visit is completed, the contaminant release and

transport mechanisms relevant to the site should be determined. The key clement in
developing the conceptual site model is to identify those aspects of the modcl that
requirc more information to make a decision about responsc measures. Becausce
containment of the land(ill’s contents is the prcsumed response action, the
conceptual site mode! will be of most use in identifying arcas beyond the landfill
source itself that will require further study, thereby focusing site characterization
away from the sourcc area and on arcas of potential contaminant migration (c.g.,
ground watcr or contaminated sediments).

prosn st

- Highlight 2: Generic Conceptual Site Model
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3. Defining Risks

The municipal land{ill manual states that a streamlined or limited baseline risk
assessment will be sufficient to initiatc responsc action on the most obvious
problcms at a municipal landfill (e.g., groi.md waler, leachate, Jandf{ill contents, and
land(ill gas). One method for establishing risk using a strcamlined approach is to
compare contaminant concentration levels (if available) to standards that are
potential chemical-specific applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARSs) for the action. The manual states that where cstablished standards for onc
or morce contaminants in a given medium are clearly exceeded, remedial action
generally is warranted.?

It is important o note, however, that based on site-specilic conditions, an active -
response is not required if pround-water contaminant concentrations exceed o
chemical-specific standards bul the site risk is within the Agency’s acceptable risk’
range (10# to 10). I'or examplc, if it is detcrmincd that the releasc of contaminants
from a particular landfill is declining, and concentrations of one or more ground-

water contaminants are at or barely exceed chemical-specific standards, the Agency
may dccide not to implement an active response. Such a decision might be based on

the understanding that the landfill is no longer acting as a sourcc of ground-watcr
contamination, and that the land[ill docs not present an wnaceeptable risk from any

other exposure pathway.

A site generally will not be eligible for a streamlined risk evaluation if ground-water
containinant conccntrations do not clearly exceed chemical-specific standards or the
Agency’s accepted level of risk, or other conditions do not exist that provide a clear
justification for action (c.g., dircct contact with landfill contents resulting from
unstable slopes). Under these circumslances, a quantitative risk assessment that
add(rlcsdses all exposure pathways will be necessary to determine whether action is
nceded. .

Ultimately, it is necessary to demonstrate that the final remedy addresses all
pathways and contaminants of concem, not just those that triggered the remedial
action. As described in the following scctions, the conceptual site model is an
elfective tool for identifying those pathways and illustrating that they have been
addresscd by the containment remedy.

Strcamlined Risk Kvaluation Of The Landfill Source

Experience from the presumptive remedy pilots supports the usefulness of a
stream}ined risk evaluation to iniliale an early response action under certain
circumstances. As a matter of policy, for the source area of municipal landfills, a
quantitative risk asscssment that considers all chemicals, their potential additive
effects, etc.. is not necessary Lo establish a basis for action if ground-water data are
available to demoustrate that contaminants clearly exceed established standards or if

http://www.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/resources/presump/clms.htm 12/11/01
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other conditions exist that provide a clear justification for action.

A quantitative risk assessment also is not necessary to evaluate whether the

. containment remedy addresses all pathways and contaminants of concern associated
with the source. Rather, all potential exposure pathways can be identified using the
conceptual site model and compared to the pathways addressed by the containment
presumptive remedy: Ilighlight 3 1llustrates that the containment remedy addresses
all cxposure pathways associated with the source at municipal landfill sites.

Finally, a quantitative risk assessment is not required to determinc clcan-up levels
because the type of cap will be determined by closurc ARARs, and ground-water
that is cxtracted as a component of the presumptive remedy will be required to meet
discharge limits, or other standards for its disposal. Calculation of clean-up levels
for pround-water conlamination that has migrated away from the source will not be
accomplished under the presumptive remedy, since such contamination will require
a conventional investigation and a risk assessment.

Streamlining the risk assessment of Highlight 3: Sourcc Confaminant
the source area eliminates the need Exposure Pathways Addressed
for sampling and analysis to support . by Presumptive Remedy '

the calculation of current or potential =
future risk associated with direct

conlact. It is important to note that _ | 1. Dircct contact with soil and/or debris |-
because the continued effectiveness prevented by landfill cap; -
of the containment remedy depends ' :

on the intcgrity of the containment 2. Lxposure to contaminaled ground

syslem, it is likcly that institutional watcr within the landfill area

controls will be necessary to restrict prevented by ground-watcr control;

future activitics at a CERCLA ]
municipal landfil! after construction 3. Exposure to contaminatcd Icachate

Qf the cap and associated systems. prcvented by leachate collection and
IiPA has thus determined that it is - {reatment; and

not appropriate or necessary to

estimatc the risk associated with 4. Exposurc to landfill gas addressed by

future residential use of the landfill
source, as such use would be
incompatible with the need to
maintain the intcgrity of the
containment system, (I.ong-tcrm I
waste management areas, such as municipal landfills, may be appropriate, however,
for recreational or other limited uscs on a site~-specific basis.) The availability and
eflicaey of institutional controls should be evaluated in the I'S. Decision documents
should include measures such as institutional controls 10 ensure the continued
integrity of such containment systems whenever possiblc.

gas collection and trcatment, as
appropriate.

Arcas of Contaminant Migration

Almost every municipal landfill sitc has some characteristic that may rcquirc
additional study, such as leachate discharge to a wetland or significant surface water
run-off causced by drainage problems. These migration pathways, as well as ground-
watcr contamination that has migrated away from the source, generally will requirc
chataclerization and a more comprehensive risk asscssment to determine whether
action is warranted beyond the source arca and, if so, the type of action that is
appropriatc.

7 http://www.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/resources/presump/clms.htm 12/11/01
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While future residential use of the Jandfill source area itselfis not considcred
appropriate, the land adjacent to landfills is (vequently used for residential purposes.
Therelore, based on site-specific circumstances, it may be appropriate o consider
future residential use for ground water and other exposure pathways when assessing
risk from arcas of contaminant migration.

3Sce also OSWER Directive 9355.0-3 0, Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in Superfund Remedy
Sclection Decisions, April 22, 1991, which states that if MCLs or non-zero MCLGs are exceeded, [a
response] action generally is warranted,

4. Developing the Response Action

As a first step in developing containment alternatives, response action objectives
should be developed on the basis of the pathways identificd for action in the
conceptual sitc model. Typically, the primary response action objectives for
municipal landfill sitcs include: :

. . Presumptive Remedy
o Prcventing direct contact with landfill contents; .

. e Minimizing infiltration and resulting contaminavt leaching to
ground watcr; '

o Controlling surface watcr runoff and erosion;

¢ Collecting and treating contaminated ground watcr and lcachate
_ to contain the contaminant plume and prevent further migration
from sourcc arca; and .

¢ Controlling and treating landfill gas.
Non-Presumptive Remedy
« Remcediating ground water;
e Remediating contaminated surface water and sediments; and
e Remcediating contaminatéd wetland areas.

As discussed in Scction 3, "Dcfining Risks," the containment presumptive remedy
accomplishes all but the last three of these objectives by addressing aﬁ pathways
associated with the source. Therefore, the focus of the RI/FS can be shificd to
characterizing the media addressed in the last three objectives (contaminated ground
water, surface water and scdiments, and wetland areas) and on collecting data to
support design of the conlainment remedy.

Troatment of Hot Spots

‘The decision to characterize and/or treat hot spots is a site-specific judgement that
should be based on the consideration of a standard set of factors. Highlight 4 lists
questions that should be answered before making the decision to characterize and/or

hitp://www.cpa.gov/ocerpage/superfund/resources/presump/clms.htm 12/11/01
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treat hot spots, The overriding question is whether the combination of the waste’s
: physical and chemical characteristics and volume is such that the integrity of the

| new containment system will be threatened if the waste is left in place. This question
| should be answercd on the basis of what is known about a site (c.g., from opcrating
rccords or other reliable information). An answer in the affirmative to all of the
questions Jisted in Highlight 4 would indicate that it is likely that the intcgrity of the
containment system would be threatened, or that cxcavation and treatment of hot
spots would be pructicable, and that a significant reduction in risk at the sitc would
occur as a result of treating hot spots. EPA cxpects that few CERCILA municipal
land Aills will fall into this catcgory; rather, based on the Agency’s expericnce, the
majority of sites are expecled to be suitable for containment only, based on the -
heterogencity of the waste, the lack of reliable information concerning disposal
history, and the problems associated with excavating through refuse.

The volume of industrial and/or hazardous waste co-disposcd with municipal waste
at CERCLA municipal landfills varies from sitc to site, as does the amount of
information available conccrning disposal history. It is impossible to fully
characterize, cxcavate, and/or treat the source arca of municipal landfills, so
uncertainty about the landfill contents is expected. Uncertainty by itsclf does not call
into question the containment approach. However, containment remedies mast. be
designed to take into dccount the possibility that hot spots are present in addition to .
thosc that have been identified and characterized. The presumptive remedy must be
relied updn to contain landfill contents and prevent migration of contaminants. This
is accomplished by a combination of measures, such as a landfill cap combined with- © =
a leachate collection system. Monitoring will (urther ensure the continued -
. effectiveness of the remedy. .

‘The following examples illustrate site-specific decision making and show how these
factors affect the decision whether to charactcrize and/or treat hot spots.

Examples of Site-Specific Decision Making Conccrning Hot Spot
Characterization/T rcatment

Sitc A

‘There is anecdotal information that approximately 200 drums of hazardous waste
were disposcd of at this 70-acre former municipal landfill, but their location and
contents are unknown. The remedy includes a landfill cap and ground-water and
landfill gas treatment. A search for and characterization of hot spots is not supported
at Site A based on the questions listed in Higblight 4; (1) no reliable information
cxists to indicate the location of the wastc; (2) the determination of whether the
waste is principal thrcat waste cannot be made since the physical/chemical
characteristics of the wastes arc unknown; (3) since the location of the wastc is
unknown, the determination of whether the wastc is in a discrete accessible location
cannot be made; (4) in this case, the presence of 200 drums in a 70-acre landfill is
not considered to significantly affcct the threat posed by the overall site. Rather, the
containment system will include measures (o ensurc its continued cffectiveness (e.g.,
monitoring and/or leachate collection) given the uncertainty associated with the
land(ill contents and suspected drums.

Site B Highlight 4: Charactcrization

. of Hot Spots
Approximately 35,000 drums, many

containing hazardous wastes, were . .
disposcd of in two drum disposal If all of the following questions can be
answered in the affirmative, it is likely that
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disposcd of in two drum disposal
units at this privatcly owned 80-acre
inactive landfill, which was licensed
10 receive general refuse, The sile is
divided into two operable units. The
remedy for Operable Unit 1 (OU 1)
is incincration of drummed wastes in
the two drum disposal units. The
remedy for OU 2 consists of
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answered in the affirmative, it is likely that
charactcrization and/or trcatment of hot
spots is warranted:

Docs evidence exist to indicate the
presence and approximate location of
waste?

treatment of contaminated ground 2. Ts the hot spot known to be principal
waicr and lcachatc and containment threat waste? .
of treatment residuals (from OU 1)
and remaining landfill contents, « 1he wacte in a dic , ’
including passive gas collection and 3. Lﬁ‘;ﬁﬁtz}?‘j‘;—lﬁ?cmw’ acoessible
flaring.

4. Is the hot spot known to be large

Treatment of land i} contents is
supported at Sitc B because all of the
questions in [1ighlight 4 can be
answered in the affirmative: (1)
existing evidence from previous
investigations and sampling
conducted by the state (prior to the
RI) indicated the presence and
approximate location of wastcs; (2)
the wastes were considered principal
threat wastes because they were
liquids and (based on sampling) were
believed to contain contaminants of

enough that jts remediation will
reduce the threat posed by the overall
site but small enough that it is
reasonable to consider removal (e.g.,
100,000 cubic yards or less)?

*See A Guide to Prmcipal Threat dnd Low
Level Threar Wastes, November 1991,
S'upe:fund Pubiication No. 9380. 3—06F‘S’

P. 10
Page 10 ot 12

concern; (3) the waste is located in discrete accessible parts of the landfill; and (4)
the wastc volume is large enough that its remediation will significantly reduce the

threat posed by the overall site.
CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

Subtitle D

In the absence of Federal Subtitle D closure regulations, State Subtitlc D closurc
requircments generally have governed CERCILA response actions al municipal
landfills as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). New
Federal Subtitle D closure and post-closure care regulations will be in effcct on
October 9, 1993 (56 FR 50978 and 40 CI'R 258).* State closure requirements that are
ARARs and that are more siringent than the Federal requirements must be attained

or w'nved

‘The new Federal regulations contain requirements related to construction and
maintenance of the final cover, and leachate collection, ground-water monitoring,
and gas monitoring systems. The final cover regulatmns will be applicable
requirements for landfills that reccived houschold waste afier October 9,1991, EPA
expeets that the final cover requirements will be applicable to few, if any, CERCLA
municipal landfills, since the reccipt of household wastes ceased at most CERCLA
landfills before October 1991. Rathcr, the substantive requirements of the new

Subtitle D regulations generally will be considered rclevant and a

ropriate

rcquircments for CERCLA response actions that occur after the cffective date.

4An extension of the cffective date has been proposed but not finalized at this time.

%o (‘ﬁé,?sf.s";
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k *An extension of the effective date has been proposed but not finalized at this time.

Subtitlc C

RCRA Subtitle C closurc rcquircments may be applicable or relevant and
appropriatc in certain circumstances. RCRA Subtitlc C is applicable if the landfill
received waste that is a listed or characteristic waste under RCRA, and:

1. The waste was disposed of after November 19, 1980 (cffective datc of
RCRA), or

2. 'The new response action constitutes disposal under RCRA (i.e., disposal back
into the original landfil}).

The decision about whether a Subtitle C closure requirement is relevant and

~ appropriate is based on a variely of factors, including the nature of the wastc and its
hazardous propcrtics, the date on which it was disposed, and the nature of the
requircment itself. For more information on RCRA Subtitle C closurc requircments,
sce RCRA ARARs: Focus on Closure Requirements, Directive No, 9234.2-04FS,
October 1989.

*Notc that disposal of only small quantity hazardous waste and household hazardous waste does not
make Subtitle C applicable. .o

Notice:

The policies sct out in this document arc intended solely as guidance to the U.S.
Lnvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) personncl; they are not final EPA
actions and do not constitute rulemaking. These policies are not intended, nor
can they be relied u;aon, to create any rights enforceable by any parly in
litigation with the United States. EPA officials may decidc to follow the
guidance provided in this document, or to act at variance with the guidance,

| bascd on an analysis of specific site circumstances. EPA also rescrves the right

i 10 change the guidance at any time without public notice.
| .
|

S S |

Appendix A - T'echnical Basis for Presumptive Remedies
‘Table 1 - Summary of Screening and Detailed_Analysis for Landfills [PDF-27K]

[ EPA Home | OSWER Home | Search Superfund | Superfund Home )]
[ What's New | Comments ]
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